








































































































































































































nia Progressiv.出， TheEγa of Theodoγe Roosevelt等の著者モウリ｛
George Mowryもホフスタッターと同様の見解をとっている問。しかし
彼らの見解には種々の批判が現われた。ハスマッハ－ J. J. Huthmacher 
は，都市の下層大衆は政治ポスに支配され革新主義運動を支持しなかった
というホフスタッターの主張に反論し，都市の下層大衆は改草運動の積極
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A Study of the Progressive Movement 
Tadashi Aruga 
The progressive movement 1s a political reform movement w hie I 
was carried on durmg the 畳間tdecades of the 20th century. It 
1s difficult, however, to define its aims, program and ideology. 
The movement did not organize any unified party, nor did it for・ 
mulate any definite platform. The social basis of the progressive 
movement 1s not clear, either. Different h1stonans have emphasized 
di旺erentclasses as the social basis of the movementー farmers,
urban middle class, urban lower class, various kmds of busmess-
men and big busmess. All of these mterpretations seem to have 
a certain degree of truth. If these social groups were al the sup 
porters of the movement, what groups were left as its opponentsコ
The author of this paper considers that al these major social 
groups supported some kmd of reforms in the Progressive Era. 
It must be remembered that there was actually no smgle progres 
sive movement There were many progressive movements-with 
di旺erentsocial basis, ideas, aims and proposals. These aims and 
proposals were often con剖ctmgeach other. It 1s therefore useless, 
this author contends, to discuss the social basis, aims and program 
of the progressive movement as such. What 1s important, it se叩 1S
to him, is to examine each reform measure, inqumng what kind 
of political leaders and social groups participated in its policy 
makmg process. The character of each reform measure, he 
maintains, was decided in accordance with the power relations of 
mvolved social groups and with the degree of their respective 
interest. As the social basis of the progressive movement is 
ambiguous, so is the category of the progressive political leader. 
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Theodore Roosevelt is usually regarded as a progressive, and W. 
H. Taft as a conservative. But what di庄町田cesbetween them? 
The d!Vlding hue betwe田 progressives and conservatives 1s 
very vague On the other hand, there were many kinds of pro-
gressives. It 1s rather meanmgless, therefore, to quest for the 
profile of an“average progressive ”It may be useful to some ex-
tent, however, recognize two types among the progressive leadrrs 
一“patri口ans”and“popular leaders ”.Pat 口c1anleaders came 
mostly from the East. Many of them had a respectable well-to-
・do family background. They were awakened to the need of social 
reform through the social unrest of the 1890’s. They approached 
the reform movement m order to canahze mass discontent into a 
way harmless to the stability of the social order. Popular leaders 
were mostly from the West and inherited the tradition of agrari-
an movements of the late 19th century. They were antagomstic 
to big business and desired a strong anti-trust policy. Patrician 
leaders wanted to humamze capitahst system, hut they were very 
・careful not to iniure the e伍ciencyof American productive system. 
They lacked strong antagonism toward big business which popular 
leaders possessed. Patrician leaders, because of their social pres 
t1ge, could enlist wider support mcluding more conservative 
・elements. Therefore, such popular leaders as Robert M. La Fol-
Jette and W. J. Bryan had to concede the national leadership of the 
reform movement to patrician leaders once the latter entered 
・politics as reformers. It was therefore Roosevelt and Wilson, pat-
rician leaders, who led the reform movement on the nat10nal level 
as Presidents. It would not be possible or appropriate to discuss 
the succ田sor failure of the progressive movement, because of the 
existence of different, often conflicting, aims within the move-
ment. La Follette certamly regarded the reforms of 1900's and 
1910’s as failure. It may be said however that the reforms of 
Roosevelt and Wilson achieved their purpos田 toa considerable 
degree. 
